
 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2018/1264/F CASE OFFICER Mark Simmonds

LOCATION: GOODERSTONE APPNTYPE: Full
The Street POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Gooderstone ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Chris Palmer
C P Tree Services 3 Uptons Way

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Sketcher Partnership Ltd
First House Quebec Street

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: Erection of one and half storey dwelling and garage

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The planning application is referred to Planning Committee at the request of the ward member.,

KEY ISSUES

Principle of Development
Impact on Character and Appearance of the area
Impact on Neighbouring Amenity
Highway Safety

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The application seeks planning permission for the erection of one, single storey dwelling on land off The
Street, to the north-east of Cherry Cottage.

SITE AND LOCATION

The site falls beyond Gooderstone Settlement Boundary to the south of The Street at its eastern end.

In policy terms the site falls in the open countryside.  The site lies approximately 40 metres to the north
adjacent to the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA) and Breckland Farmland Special Site of Scientific
Interest (SSSI). The site also lies within the SPA Stone Curlew Buffer Zone.

The land currently comprises part of a cultivated small holding and is predominantly agricultural with some
livestock including pigs, chickens, geese and cattle, as well as land to the rear where horses are grazed.
There is an existing container on site which securely houses the applicant's machinery for his tree surgeon
business.
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EIA REQUIRED

No

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

3PL/2016/0389/O Refusal 11-08-16
Erection of 2 dwellings

3PL/2016/1127/O Refusal 13-12-16
Erection of 2 no. two storey dwellings (resubmission)

3PL/2017/0956/SU Decision Made 18-01-18
Minor diversion refurbishment of existing overhead lines

3PL/2018/0825/F Refusal 14-09-18
Erection of one and a half storey dwelling and garage

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies and the
adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps, have been taken into
consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the National Planning Policy
Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance  have also been taken into account, where appropriate

CP.04 Infrastructure
CP.10 Natural Environment
CP.14 Sustainable Rural Communities
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.12 Trees and Landscape
DC.16 Design
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not Applicable

CONSULTATIONS

GOODERSTONE PARISH CLERK
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No objections. Supports the application.
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
No objections subjected to conditions.
ECOLOGICAL AND BIODIVERSITY CONSULTANT
No objections subjected to conditions
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
No objections subjected to conditions.

REPRESENTATIONS

2 objections letters and 11 support letters were received. The main points are as follows:

Objections :Main points:
-  Over development in open countryside
-  The subject site is not suitable for residential development and therefore can be avoided.
-  The site is meant for agricultural use only
-  Adverse impact on wildlife and existing trees
-  There are a lot of machinery including the existing caravan, animal housing, animal transport vehicles,
horse boxes, etc on site and the proposed dwelling is to large in this existing arrangement.
-  The house will also not be of any benefit to the village for future housing for any young people now growing
up in the village, as it would be too large and we have several larger houses for sale at the moment which
have been up for sale for a considerable time.
-  It is also well outside the village centre and there are no foot paths by or near the site.
-  The Ecological Assessment should also be updated as it is 2 years old, and things change in the
countryside. Stone Curlew numbers have risen year on year in the area and the site is close to areas classed
as SSIs.
-  the pictures shown at the bottom of the Assessment are out of date as number of outbuildings have been
constructed on the site in the mean time, and livestock added so they are not giving the Planning Committee
a true and current picture.

Support: Main points-
-  would help the applicant who had lived in the same area for many years.
-  the proposal would address the security issues that currently exists.
-  would help the applicant's business
-  would improve vegetation and wildlife on site
-  the proposal is too small to be refused

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0  Background and Context

1.1 By way of background a previous application 3PL/2016/1127/O was refused and dismissed on appeal. A
more recent application 3PL/2018/0825/F for exactly the same proposal as the subject proposal was also
refused.
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2.0  Principle of Development

2.1  The proposal is an identical re-submission of a previously refused scheme 3PL/2018/0825/F for the
erection of a single dwelling where the main issue in terms of whether the site is a suitable location for
residential development still remains relevant and unaddressed.  This assessment is therefore largely as per
the recommendation of the previously refused application 3PL/2018/0825/F.

2.2  To promote sustainable development in rural areas, paragraph 78 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) is clear that new housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain
the vitality of rural communities, and isolated new homes in the countryside should be avoided unless there
are special circumstances.

2.3  One of the core planning principles of the Framework is also to actively manage patterns of growth to
make fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling.  Consequently, new residential
development should not be detached from being part of a viable and vibrant rural community, where there
would be access to day to day facilities without the need to travel.

2.4  The spatial strategy within the Breckland Core Strategy and Development Management Policies 2009
(CS) seeks to focus growth within established settlements where there are services and facilities and limiting
growth in rural settlements. Policy CP14 supports sustainable rural communities setting out  criteria to be met
for development within defined rural settlement boundaries. Policy DC2 also seeks to support new housing
within development boundaries of settlements.   This is considered to be broadly consistent with the core
principles of the NPPF.

2.5  The site is located around 500m away from Gooderstone, a rural settlement which contains basic
services such as a public house, a church, a school, a post office and other facilities. This site is also located
outside the defined settlement boundary. Access to this settlement would be via The Street, a narrow rural
road which leads into the village centre. In the vicinity of the proposed site, this is unlit and has no footpaths
running along its length.

2.6  The site is located to the east of the village in an area where there is sporadic development.  The
sprawling nature of development along The Street is acknowledged and it is accepted that the addition of a
further residential property in this location would not be isolated in this respect. There are also no doubts that
the future residents of the development would make use of the services within the village, including the
school, thereby supporting the existing facilities. However, it is considered that the proposed site is physically
detached from the core of Gooderstone and the existing services are limited in their nature and scope.

2.7  The nearest settlement with a variety of services is the market town of Swaffham, located around 8km
away. The distances involved and the conditions of these roads are as such that it is not considered that
occupants would readily walk or cycle between the proposed site and these settlements. Whilst it is
acknowledged that there is a bus stop within the village which would link it to Swaffham and Kings Lynn
(No.18 service), this service is not a daily/frequent service and the bus stop is approximately 0.5 mile from
the application site, approximately a 10 minute walk. Occupants of the proposed dwellings would therefore
be almost entirely reliant on the private car to access services and facilities.

2.8  In light of the above, it is considered that the site is remote from key facilities required for day to day
living. The development would not therefore accord with the golden thread of sustainable development as
highlighted within the NPPF (paragraph 10).
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2.9  The use of the dwelling to support the applicant's small holding, keeping of horses and Tree Surgery
business is noted, as it was throughout the previous application, however, as part of determining whether
there is an essential need, there is no specific evidence before us that there is a physical requirement for
someone to be on site.

2.10  As per the appeal Inspector's decision (APP/F2605/W/17/3167173),

" In respect of animal welfare concerns, no evidence has been provided which indicates that there must be a
residential presence in order to achieve animal welfare standards. and the animal numbers and size of the
site also limits the scale of the operation here.  The recent occurrences of theft from the site are noted,
however again, this in itself does not justify the need for a permanent residential presence on the site.  On
this basis, I do not consider that the provision of full-time accommodation for the appellant as a rural worker
is justified..."

2.11  In light of the above, similar to the findings of the previously refused applications, it is again concluded
that the proposed residential development would not be in a suitable location and would not meet all three of
the roles which define a sustainable development. The applicant fails to reasonably address the areas in
which the previous applications were refused and the issues raised earlier and continue to exist in the current
submission.

3.0  Impact on the character and appearance of the area

3.1  The environmental role of sustainable development seeks to, in part, contribute to protecting and
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. Consideration of a development's impact on the
character and appearance of the area within which it is situated is, therefore, integral to the environmental
dimension of sustainable design, as is its design.

3.2  Policy DC16 requires all new development to achieve the highest standard of design. As part of this, all
design proposals must preserve or enhance the existing character of an area. Consideration will also be
given to the density of buildings in a particular area and the landscape/townscape effect of any increased
density.

3.3  The proposal seeks permission for the erection of a single, single storey dwelling within an area of
paddock which is set behind a large, front boundary fence.  Given the siting of the proposed dwelling, i.e.
adjacent to Cherry Cottage, the modest scale, the presence of other built structures within the paddock/field
and the lack of visibility from public vantage points minimises any possible impact on the character of the
surrounding area.

4.0  Impact on Neighbouring Amenity

4.1  Policy DC1 seeks to protect residential amenity and that all new development must have regard to
amenity considerations and states that development will not be permitted where there are unacceptable
effects on the amenity of neighbouring residents and future occupants.

4.2  Given the siting, separation distances, orientation of the site and the single storey nature of
development, the proposal is not considered likely to raise significant adverse impact in respect of
overlooking, loss of light, over dominance and increased noise and disturbance.  As such, the proposal is
considered to have due regard to Policy DC1.

5.0  Ecology
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5.1  Policy CP10 seeks the enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity in the district.  Proposals need to
ensure that the ecological network and protected species are not harmed or detrimentally impacted and
mitigation measures are put in place where appropriate.

5.2  The Natural Environment team have been consulted following an updated Preliminary Ecological
Appraisal report (T4 Ecology Ltd; November 2018) which was submitted in support of this application. they
have confirmed that the report is fit for purpose. They agree with the recommendations provided to reduce
the risk of impacts on protected species and designated sites including detailed recommendations on
lighting.

5.3  Natural England was consulted and have no objections based on the plans submitted, Natural England
considers that the proposed development will not have significant adverse impacts on statutorily protected
sites or landscapes.

5.4  In light of the above assessment, the proposal is considered to have due regard to Policy CP10 subject
to conditions.

6.0  Impact on trees

6.1  Policy DC12 seeks to preserve the District's trees, hedgerows and other natural features and secure
appropriate landscaping schemes to mitigate the impact of, and complement, new development.

6.2  There are no significant trees near to the site that will be affected by the proposal.  The Tree and
Countryside Officer was consulted and raised no comment on the scheme.

7.0  Highway Safety

7.1  Policy CP4 of the Core strategy seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new
developments.  Policy DC19 requires sufficient Parking for all new development.

7.2  As per the comments from the Highway Consultant, the proposal has been reduced to a single dwelling
which will utilise the existing access to the smallholding. As previously advised the site is a working
smallholding and consequently the applicant would need to visit several times a day to tend to the livestock.
On that basis I would not wish to raise a highway objection in principle to the proposal

7.3  If approval is granted, conditions to be imposed to ensure the access construction details, visibility
splays and the access and parking area to be provided and retained.

8.0 Applicants Response to issues raised:

8.1 The applicant has asked for the key points below to be taken into consideration when the application is
determined, this is in the applicants own words:
- Insurance issue - no-one will insure my tools and machinery as they have to be in either a bricked building
or have someone on site 24/7. I have tools and machinery. Loss of these would be loss of business.

- Loss of some equipment stolen has affected business. There is CCTV proof of thefts and crime numbers.

- We will be giving a housing association house to someone who needs it.
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- Dramatically reduce trips to and from the yard. Be able to walk children to school rather than drive back and
forth 3x a day. Reducing carbon footprint.

- As for the agricultural side - producing our own meat. We only have 2 acres that we own and rent 4 acres at
the back from the Roberts family from Cockley Cley. We have a further 50 acres where there is satellite
licensing for animal movement for alternative grazing, to produce top quality meat. We have been told time
and time again from our butchers and others that have eaten our meat how great it is. Butchers have said
they would buy every bit if we produced more.

- I totally understand where it states a tree surgery business would give people the impression of loud
machinery but this is why I would like to bring the agricultural side to it, to lesson environmental harm.
Working my horse on SSSI sites instead of heavy machinery.

- If this application was to pass, I'd like to be able to let both agricultural and forestry to work together eg: pigs
in natural woodland for thinning and reducing shrubbery. Sheep and cattle grazing on different protected
sites which I have already talked about with the owner of 34 acres of nature reserve near Cranwich.

- I have no intentions of building any other properties on my land. I was well aware of the clause on the land
when I brought it. (anymore than one building, have to give 50% of each building of what its worth) There
would be no financial gain for me. One dwelling is all I wish and it will still leave plenty of Greenland around
for all habitats in our area.

- I respect the area around me since owning the land, planting trees etc. I respect my neighbours.

- I have quite a few families that come and spend their free time to come and help/learn about the animals
and how to look after them. Get a hands on experience!

- I are happy for a agricultural tie to be put in place if necessary.

- I would be more than happy to live in a 4 bedroom timber chalet if the bricks and concrete are the issue.
Provide heating for this via a bio-mass boiler to help towards green energy.

- I will cut the church hedges for 10 years for nothing. I'm quite happy to give back to the village as quite a
few of my family are buried in the church yard.

9.0  Conclusion

9.1  It is acknowledged that the scheme is identical to the previously refused application 3PL/2018/0825/F
and the recent appeal inspector's decision is still a material factor when assessing any new scheme in this
location.  It is not considered that significant changes have been made in terms of Policy and whilst the new
NPPF has been published, there still remains the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The
Inspector, and the Local Planning Authority deem this site/location unsustainable and the application is
therefore recommended for refusal on this basis.

RECOMMENDATION

That Planning Permission be Refused.
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REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Unsustainable location
The proposed dwelling would be remote from local services and facilities, and in the
absence of convenient and safe walking and cycling routes to larger settlements, future
occupants would be largely dependant on transport by car for access to work, shopping,
leisure and other purposes.   It would also conflict with the principle that new development
should make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling. For these
reasons, the Local Planning Authority is of the view that the proposal would not represent a
sustainable form of development, contrary to Policies DC2 and CP14 of the adopted
Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (2009) and paragraphs 8 and 11
of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018).
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